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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
RICARDO ANGEL RODRIGUEZ, )
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
)

NO. 45772
KOOTENAI COUNTY NO. CR 2016-16024
APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Ricardo Rodriguez appeals from the district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction. He
argues the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction and imposing his
sentence of five years, with three years fixed, for receiving a stolen vehicle.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
The statement of facts and course of proceedings were articulated in Mr. Rodriguez’s
Appellant’s Brief. They are not repeated here, but are incorporated by reference. (See App.
Br., pp.1–2.)

1

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it relinquished jurisdiction?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Relinquished Jurisdiction
As argued in Mr. Rodriguez’s Appellant’s Brief, he maintains the district court abused its
discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction. (App. Br., pp.3–7.) The district court should have placed
him on probation in light of his rider performance. (App. Br., pp.3–7.) This Reply Brief is
necessary to clarify some of the State’s factual assertions in its brief.
In its Respondent’s Brief, the State asserted Mr. Rodriguez had been charged with
multiple offenses, including a prior felony offense for possession of a stolen vehicle. (Resp. Br.,
p.3.) Mr. Rodriguez wishes to clarify that this past charge for possession of a stolen vehicle was
dismissed. (PSI,1 p.7.) In addition, four separate misdemeanor cases were dismissed. (PSI, pp.6–
10.) The State also asserted Mr. Rodriguez had a pending charge for vehicle theft in Washington.
(Resp. Br., p.3.) Mr. Rodriguez wishes to clarify the status of this charge. At the time of
sentencing, Mr. Rodriguez’s trial counsel informed the district court that this charge would be
dismissed because the charge arose from Mr. Rodriguez’s assistance in a criminal investigation.
(No. 45233 Tr., p.29, Ls.17–23.) Then, at the rider review hearing, Mr. Rodriguez’s counsel
informed the district court that the charge had not been dismissed yet, and he requested a
continuance in order for Mr. Rodriguez to be transported to Washington to resolve the charge.
(Tr., p.3, L.17–p.4, L.22.) His counsel stated that he was told by Washington law enforcement
1

Citations to the PSI refer to the sixty-six page electronic document with the confidential
exhibits in Docket No. 45233. This Court augmented the record of the instant appeal with the
record of Mr. Rodriguez’s prior appeal, Docket No. 45233. In addition, citations to the transcript
from this prior appeal refer to the docket number: “No. 45233 Tr.” This transcript contains the
entry of plea and sentencing hearings.
2

that the charge would be dismissed, although it was taking longer to dismiss than he originally
understood due to the pending Washington investigation. (Tr., p.4, L.25–p.5, L.12, p.7, Ls. 4–
14.) Accordingly, Mr. Rodriguez maintains this pending charge should not be viewed as an
aggravating circumstance to support relinquishment. Based on these facts, and those in the
Appellant’s Brief, Mr. Rodriguez maintains the district court abused its discretion by
relinquishing jurisdiction. (See App. Br., pp.3–7.)

CONCLUSION
Mr. Rodriguez respectfully requests this Court vacate the district court’s order
relinquishing jurisdiction and remand this case for further proceedings.
DATED this 16th day of August, 2018.

/s/ Jenny C. Swinford
JENNY C. SWINFORD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 16th day of August, 2018, I caused a true and correct
copy of the foregoing APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF, to be served as follows:
KENNETH K JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
E-Service: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant
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